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3. a.	 Felix	robbed	a	person	in	the	street.	 (one-time	event)	
b.	 Felix	robbed	(people)	in	the	street.		 (habitual)	
	
4. a.	 Guillermo	rob-ó		 en	la	calle.		 (one-time	event)	
	 Guillermo	rob-PERF		 in	the	street	
	 ‘Guillermo	robbed	(someone)	in	the	street.’	
b.	 Guillermo	rob-aba		 	 en	la	calle.		 	 (habitual)	























5. a.	 La	clase	era		 	 a	las	10	 pero	empezó	a	las	10:30.		 (logical)	
	 The	class	was.IMPERF		 at	10	 	 but	started	at	10.30	
b.	 *La	clase	fue		 	 a	las	10	 pero	empezó	a	las	10:30.			(contradictory)	















































































































































































	 	 The	plates	PRT	dried.	 	 	
	 	
c.	 Se	lavaron	los	platos.	
	 	 PRT	washed	the	dishes	
	 	 ‘The	dishes	were	washed.’	or	‘One	washed	the	dishes.’	
	
L2	Spanish	speakers	who	were	explicitly	taught	the	impersonal,	passive	(9c)	and	
spontaneous	(9b)	uses	of	se	were	compared	with	a	control	group	who	were	not	
exposed	to	any	focus	on	the	form.	To	measure	implicit	knowledge	they	use	a	timed	
judgement	task.	Improvement	by	the	instructed	group	in	correctly	accepting	sentences	
like	(9b,c)	at	both	post	and	delayed	post-tests	lead	them	to	conclude	that	explicit	
instruction	can	result	in	the	development	of	implicit	knowledge,	a	result	which	they	
take	as	evidence	against	a	‘no	interface’	position	between	learned	and	acquired	
knowledge.		
In	presenting	their	study,	Toth	and	Guijarro-Fuentes	are	critical	of	generative	
researchers	who	have	a	blind	commitment	to	a	no	interface	position	saying	this	'has	
led	generative	L2	theorists	to	circular,	unfalsifiable	interpretations	of	learner	data	that	
disregard	alternative	explanations'		(2013:	1165).	While	we	agree	that	the	
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unchallenged	assumption	within	much	GenSLA	research	needs	discussion,	we	question	
whether	Toth	and	Guijarro-Fuentes	are	really	able	to	show	evidence	that	explicit	
knowledge	can	become	implicit.	After	all,	the	explicit	focus	on	se,	which	came	with	
much	exemplification	and	practice,	would	also	qualify	as	positive	input	and	thus	could	
be	argued	to	be	the	source	of	the	subsequent	development	of	acquired	knowledge.	
We	would	not	insist	that	this	alternative	interpretation	is	the	correct	analysis	for	their	
results.	However,	we	note	that	even	a	study	carried	out	as	carefully	as	that	of	Toth	and	
Guijarro-Fuentes	faces	the	difficult	challenge	of	finding	unequivocal	evidence	for	the	
question	of	the	relationship	between	implicit	and	explicit	knowledge.	
	 Another	study	asking	about	the	effect	of	instruction	on	implicit	knowledge	
explored	the	issue	using	neuroimaging	technology.	Yusa	et	al.	(2011)	investigate	L1-
Japanese	learners	of	L2	English,	focusing	on	never	inversion,	whereby	subject-auxiliary	
inversion	is	required	when	the	negative	adverb	never	is	fronted	for	stylistic	purposes,	
as	shown	in	(10a).	(10b)	shows	the	unmarked,	non-inverted	form	of	the	sentence.	
(10c)	shows	that,	if	never	is	fronted	without	subject-auxiliary	inversion,	the	result	is	
ungrammatical.	Finally,	(10d)	shows	that	with	non-negative	adverbs	such	as	today,	
there	is	no	subject-auxiliary	inversion.		
	
10. a.	 Never	will	I	eat	sushi.	
PRE-PUBLICATION	VERSION	
Whong,	M.,	Gil,	K.H.	and	Marsden,	H.,	2014.	Beyond	paradigm:	The	‘what’and	the	‘how’of	
classroom	research.	Second	Language	Research,	30(4),	pp.551-568.	
	
	 31
b.	 I	will	never	eat	sushi.	
c.	 *Never	I	will	eat	sushi.	
d.	 Today	I	will	eat	sushi./*Today	will	I	eat	sushi.	
	
While	Yusa	et	al.	explicitly	taught	the	monoclausal	structures	in	(10),	they	tested	
learners	on	biclausal	never-inversion	sentences,	such	as	(11b),	which	is	the	stylistically	
inverted	version	of	(11a).	
	
11. a.	 [Those	students	who	will	fail	a	test]	are	never	hardworking	in	class.	
b.	 Never	are	[those	students	who	will	fail	a	test]	__	hardworking	in	class.	
c.	 *Never	will	[those	students	__	fail	a	test]	are	hardworking	in	class.	
	
	 Never	inversion	was	chosen	because	it	is	rare	in	the	input	and	not	usually	
taught.	Thus,	Yusa	et	al.	could	be	reasonably	sure	that	their	participants	had	had	very	
little,	if	any,	exposure	to	this	structure	prior	to	the	study.	The	participants	were	divided	
into	two	proficiency-matched	groups,	one	of	which	received	explicit	instruction	about	
never	inversion,	the	other	which	did	not.	Two	test	measures	were	used:	responses	to	
an	on-screen	paced	grammaticality	judgement	task,	and	fMRI	data	that	were	
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measured	while	the	participants	completed	the	judgement	task.	Both	measures	were	
administered	both	before	and	after	instruction.		
	 The	key	finding	in	both	the	judgement	task	results	and	the	neurolinguistic	data	
was	a	significant	change	from	pre-test	to	post-test	in	the	instructed	group,	but	not	in	
the	control	group.	In	the	judgement	task,	the	instructed	group	became	significantly	
more	accurate	in	accepting	grammatical	never	inversion	(e.g.,	10a	and	11b)	and	
rejecting	ungrammatical	tokens	(e.g.,	10c	and	11c),	even	though	no	instruction	about	
the	biclausal	structures	had	been	provided.	In	the	neurolinguistic	data,	Yusa	et	al	
report	significant	changes	in	activation	within	Broca’s	area	(specifically,	within	the	left	
inferior	frontal	gyrus),	which	is	associated	with	the	acquisition	of	syntax.		
	 Both	of	these	studies	are	exemplary	in	many	respects.	The	explicit	challenge	to	
the	question	of	the	relationship	between	explicit	and	implicit	knowledge	is	welcome.	
And	both	studies	show	gains	in	implicit	knowledge	that	come	after	learners	are	given	
explicit	instruction.	However,	the	fact	that	explicit	instruction	is	always	going	to	
include	positive	input	means	that	it	is	difficult	to	demonstrate	that	explicit	knowledge	
becomes	implicit.	There	is	nothing	to	rule	out	the	parallel	development	of	two	types	of	
knowledge.	Rather	than	conclude	that	this	means	such	research	is	not	useful,	we	argue	
that	this	methodological	conundrum	is	all	the	more	reason	why	researchers	interested	
in	second	language	development	should	abstract	away	from	their	theory-dependent	
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biases.	After	all,	it	is	possible	to	make	useful	claims	about	the	effectiveness	of	
instruction	on	the	development	of	both	explicit	and	implicit	knowledge	which	does	not	
depend	on	questions	of	mental	architecture.	Arguably,	this	is	the	kind	of	research	that	
is	more	likely	to	be	useful	to	teachers.	Thus,	we	agree	with	Toth	and	Guijarro-Fuentes	
that	it	is	time	to	let	go	of	blind	commitments	to	paradigm;	and	we	argue	that	we	
should,	instead,	focus	on	which	aspects	of	language	seem	to	benefit	from	instruction,	
in	conjunction	with	how	differing	types	of	instruction	compare.	
	 Before	concluding,	we	note	the	test	design	of	Yusa	et	al.	which	intentionally	
tested	a	construction	that	was	not	taught.	While	the	rationale	is	to	do	with	confirming	
the	generative	adherence	to	UG-constrained	development,	we	wonder	whether	one	
way	forward	in	the	difficult	question	of	researching	implicit	knowledge	might	be	to	test	
constructions	that	are	not	taught,	but	that	implicate	the	same	linguistic	principles	of	a	
cognate	structure	that	is	taught,	as	was	done	by	Yusa	et	al.	Admittedly,	this	kind	of	
approach	assumes	a	theory-dependent	view	of	language,	but	it	may	still	provide	a	
useful	way	to	investigate	the	effectiveness	of	instruction.		
	
Conclusion	
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The	motivation	behind	this	paper	was	to	discuss	SLA	research	from	two	different	
paradigms	that	are	rarely	represented	in	a	single	article,	and	to	consider	the	current	
state	of	classroom	research	in	order	to	explore	what	might	be	achieved	if	researchers	
from	a	generative	orientation	engaged	with	the	language	classroom.	Accepting	the	
conclusion	that	the	most	successful	language	teaching	is	likely	to	include	focussed	
explicit	instruction,	we	have	argued	that	beyond	this	very	general	claim,	SLA	
researchers	would	do	well	to	recognise	what	GenSLA	research	has	shown	about	
development	by	different	linguistic	domain,	as	well	as	development	which	requires	
interaction	between	language	domains.	In	other	words,	more	careful	attention	to	the	
nature	of	the	linguistic	property	under	investigation	is	needed.	In	short,	it	is	the	nature	
of	GenSLA	as	a	property	theory	(Gregg	2001)	which	may	provide	the	most	useful	
contribution	to	the	existing	agenda	of	classroom	research.	Moreover,	there	are	
implications	for	pedagogy.	Knowing	that	some	aspects	of	language	–	like	functional	
morphology	–	seem	impervious	to	mastery,	while	others	–	like	core	word	order	
properties	–	seem	to	be	acquirable,	could	help	a	teacher	decide	how	to	approach	
different	aspects	of	grammar,	and	what	to	expect	from	instruction.		
We	have	also	argued	that	it	is	important	for	SLA	researchers	to	avoid	the	
instructed	SLA	bind	so	that	type	of	instruction	is	not	erroneously	conflated	with	type	of	
resulting	knowledge.	Moreover,	we	prioritise	the	testing	of	implicit	knowledge	rather	
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than	explicit	knowledge	as	the	former	is	understood	across	frameworks	to	be	‘better’.	
It	is	acknowledged,	however,	that	isolating	implicit	knowledge	is	very	difficult	in	terms	
of	research	methodology,	especially	for	the	vast	majority	of	researchers	who	do	not	
have	access	to	brain	scanning	equipment.
6
	We	have	also	noted	the	difficulty	of	
controlling	for	positive	evidence	when	giving	explicit	instruction.	However,	given	that	
neither	theoretical	stance	has	yet	to	determine	the	relationship	between	implicit	and	
explicit	knowledge,	we	find	this	question	an	area	which	warrants	a	collaborative	
approach	to	classroom	research	that	goes	beyond	paradigm.	In	sum,	we	argue	for	an	
approach	to	classroom	research	in	which	‘what’	is	added	to	the	question	of	‘how’	
language	develops.	The	hope	is	that	by	placing	the	needs	of	the	classroom	first,	we	
may	find	a	shared	focus	that	allows	researchers	to	set	aside	paradigm	differences	and	
pursue	a	research	agenda	with	the	potential	of	providing	some	useful	guidance	for	
teachers	facing	the	onerous	task	of	teaching	language.		
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